Commtiter on Publec Wotha anb Eransporiation

Congress of the nited States

House of Representalives

Beon 2185, Buphure Beuss @iher Budbmg
L avhington, T 20515

TeLarugan. ANEA Cooe 302, 2254479

May 16, 1995
Dear Colleague:

USA Today calls it "The Pulluters and Dievelopers Protection Act” It has also been
calied "The Politers’ Bill of Rights”, and "The Dirty Watez Bill.' The Atlanta
Constitution calls it "a veritable orgy of anti-enviropmentsl exocss.”

The San Francisco Chronicle says, "Call it the polluters’ revenge acl of 1995, Itisa
hopelessly regressive guiting of the most sucoeseful piece of environmental legislation of
the last guarter ol a century. and it has been bought and paid for - and even written -

by the very interests the oniginal law was meant 10 Tegulate.”

What they arc all talking aboul is HR 961, the so-called Clean Water Amendments of
1995. And the comments of these papers are typical of editurials from all cver the
country.

Why should we vote for a bili that would, as USA Today says, "dramatically easc
reguircmeints on industrizh waste, uthan runoff and sewage treatment and permit more
waivers for pouring poliution into Jakes and rivers"?

The municipal stormwater Program needed some clarilications, Instesd this bill repeals
the catire stoxmwater program for jpdustry,

“This bill would allow esscidially raw sewage 10 be dumped ong mile off our beaches. No
aity will aven admit to seeking that provision.

The Governars of the coascal states wanted miner reforms of the Coasial Zone
Management non-peint program. Instead this bill repeals the program cotirety.

The wetlands program needed seform to make it work in & more reasonable, less
burdensome way. Instead the bill defines 60 - 80% of al) wetlands ot of the program
(including a large part of the Evergladcs), cpeates an enprmously cxpensive new wellands
buseaucracy 10 spend billions op a national prior assification project, and requires the
federal goverusient 10 buy enonnous amounts of land now in the private sector.

Whal peaple most want from the Clean Water Act is protection of the waler they use
from major industrial and sewage dischargers upsircam. Instead this bill grants thesc
major dischargers a lang uriuofnewkmpﬂmlu.mivmmdmllbachnfaﬁxﬁng

standards. Under this bill, major polluters will be ablc 1o turn off treatment [acilities
they hawe already built and are pperating. Discharge of industrial toxics will incroasc.

The one arca where this bill did anything helpful was that i1 incteased the authorized
funding levels for sewage trcaiment and for agricultaral runofl programs. However, even
this one positive feature has now been mostly remaved from the bill,

This bill is a misiake and an embarrassment. Whalever yaur vicw 0n individval
provisions, you should nat want this bill an your record. This bill should be rejected, and
then we shauld start over o produce a bill which is moderate, which finds better ways (o
provide the environmental protections we have today, and which docs not give us lower
clean water standards than we have alrcady achicved.

T urge you 1o vote YES on the motion 10 recopnmit and to vole NO on final passage.
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